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5 Ulllhtfﬂ Etaubatho E“m:ripmnlmthu.n’tntiem"wmt intended to warn men.—

W. D. CHAPMAN | .. -
3. R.SMITH { Publishers and Proprictors.

COLUMBUS: -
Saturday, r::::::::::3:2:: March I, 1851,

TO SUBSCRIBERS,
Our friends at a distance must remember, we forward no pa-
per without the money accompanies the onder. Our friends st
a distance must remember this rule.

TO PROFESSIONAL MEN AND MERCHANTS.

The Standard i= & good medium through which to circulate
information. We are prepared 10 do work in s superior style,
and we ean accommodate a limited No. of adverti ing friends.

Those who desire our services ean find ready sttention and 1

prompt complisnee with their commands by application at this

SOUTHERN RIGHTS SPEAKERS FOR THE DISTRICTS.

The following speakers were appointed by the Stte South-
em Rights Meeting, held during the extra session, o ==
the people of their respeciive districts upon the Southern ques-
100 —

Fiest Districr.—Roger Barton, J. W. Matthews, T. J. Wonl
John W. Thom . Thos. H. Willinms, R. O. Beene, J. C.
Thompson, and J. F. Coshman. el

Recoxp Districr—Wm, 8 Barry, Reuben Davis, Gen. E. L.
Acve, Wm. L. Harris, G. F. Neil, and T. N, Waul.

Tmeo Distpicr.—F. W. Tompkins, O, R. Singleton, C. R.
Clifton, E. C. Wilkinson and J. J. Pettus.

not the “sheep,” it is the “wolf,”” against which the

There is another “scriptural™ “exposition™ applicable
here, and as it falls in our way it is given : “Man can-
not serve God and Mammon.” To serve the adminis-
tration is not to serve the South—the converse of this
‘is true. They, then, who serve the former necessarily
fail to serve the latter, l.}ecuuse the South demands
that which the administration denies her.

These are expositions we do not desire toindulge in

with'our neighbor of the Republican, but if he has any
penchant that way, he shall be gratified.

e e i -

(<There are many things in the world men are com-
pelled to do that they would desire to avoid. Such is
| the pesition in which we find ourselves placed now.—
| Through ignorance or malice, some person or persons |
| have thought it necessary to put into the mouths of those
who are opposed to this press and the doctrines it ad- !
votes, certain little stories calculated to arouse aguinst |
lits conductors unkind feelings and suspicions of their
|s.inccrity. It has been asserted that we purchased the |
entire material, wooden fixtures and all, for this press,
at the North, thereby defrauding our own mechanics
out ofa job. Thisis a serious accusation against our

tions are clear upon this point.
It is intended here to speak of those cases of aggres-

sion by the government on the rights of the States im | force.

which there exists no possible mode of obtaining re-
dress through the judiciary. This explanation is given
in order to prevent ignorance from seeking an advan-
tage even by misrepresenting our views, and not be-
cause it was presumed any gentleman would assert
that the claims of the judiciary had been overlooked.—
It is well enough to remark that it is provided that the
Supreme Court shall take cognizance of all cases “in
law or equity arising under this constitution.” Butil a
question of political power arises between the general |
government and the States, the constitution is silent |
and the Sapreme Court without power or authority.— |
The constitution has not conferred upon the judicial de- |
partment any political power whatever.

It is clear then, that the right of secession exists both |
over und is expressly reserved in that instrument.—
It is unnecessary to enter upon a long argument to |
prove that the right of secession is an original inalien-
able right. This will not be denied but by a very limit-
ed class of men in this country. But that the right to |
secede is expressly reserved in the constitution many

|
|
l
|
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have the right to ju for themsclves. The resdlu- | has an existence wi

- T | revolution. But the general government attempts to
' exercise authority that has ceased to exist—it resorts to

un its borders. ‘This is scarcely

Here is revolution—aggression by the
general government upon the citizens of o frc_&c an.d
independent State.  Secession is not rewluflm'l—lt.
poesibly might produce revolution, though not in 1wf-ll
a revolutionary act.  Let us illustrate this . ]los.ltmn.—
It is provided that each State shall appoint in sach
manner as the legislature thereof may direct, & number
of electors equal to the number of senators and repre-
sentatives to which the State is entitled in Congress.
Suppose now the legislature has dischurged its part of
the obligation by giving to the State its election law.
So far every thing is in obedience to the requirements
of the constitution. The election day comes but the
People refuse to vote for electors. The constilu_tiufr-
of the U. 8. declares that “each State shall appoint

electors &e¢. The constitution of our States points out
how and by whom these electors shall be appointed.—
The constitution declares that they =hall be appointed
by the ballots of the People. But the People refuse to
ballot. Hereis a peaceful separation of the State from
the Union, and we ask how and in what munner the
State is to be coerced !  Surely none will contend that

— —— e

_ | o fuse to permit its importati,
slation, or which may be more Pmpeﬂ”f;ﬁ:ri’:!l:;::::?ililﬁvg ':tf:.- S !.),(f Cougress ;Pa“d I
rnal police, are not surrendered or re- | a State may do this upon the same rﬁn."i}'h'f‘- th
quently in relation to these, the! it may resist and prevent the introduction of diy
unqualified and | ease, pestilenee, or pauperism from abréad.  Buiy

must be remembered that discase, pestilence, ang \

cipal legi
called inte
strained, and conse
authority of a State is complete,
exclusive.”

The Court quotes app

list, as follows : |
«« Now, we hold that both the end and the means

pauperism are not .»'_ubjt-cl.-i of mmrnu;rcu. ra‘Ith-m-_;;,
sometimes among its attendant evils, They are
not things to be regulated and trafficked in, but 1,
be prevented, as far as human foresight or humay
means can guard against them. But spirits und |
ors were surrendered) g o g liquors are universally admitted 10 be sy,
Let ussee whal POW={ 10 of ow nership and property, and are therefon,
ers are left with the States. The Federalist, u}:subj(-cls of exchange, barter, and traffic, like 4y
the 45th number, speaking of this subject, S5 °) her commedity in which a right of proper
The powers reserved to the s_y\-..ral States, wil ol- | exists. And Congress, f""l".r its g,.,,,..r__j power
tend to all the objeets, which in I.h.-'ordl.nary "".'“"N. to regulate commerce with foreign nations, m
of affairs, concern the lives, llbcl‘(u-s’, properties ol » esoribe what article of merehandise shall be o
the people ; and the instamal’:;r(h-r, improvement, mitted, and “-h,“_. excluded ; and may l.!"'" o
and prosperity of the State. ] 'admit, or not, as it shall t.lw_m best, the impors-

And then cites Gibbons »s. Ogden, 9th Wheat. tion of ardent iril:s-. And inasmuch as the Jay-
203, as follows : | of ('c_mgn'ss authorize Lh!:.lr_im;n:rlal{tplp. Do State

¢« And this Court, in the case of Gibbons vs. has a right to prohibit Lhtetrdmllro?uﬂ.w_n;” -
Ocden, 9 Wheat. 203, which will hereafter be| +But 1 de not understand the law (ffi assachu-
more particularly noticed, in speaking of the in-| setts or Rhode lﬂlﬂl_ld_ as mt.elzftirmg with the tr ule
spection laws of the States, say : they l'qrm a por- in :l_rdvnt spirits w.htle the article rn.-mm.ne_; a part of
tion of that immense mass of legislation which | foreign commerece, and isin the hands of the .

S iy s torRtory o - in the cask or vessel in which the
smbrace cerv thing within the territory of a|porter for sale, in & or : 1
SRR ‘prary T laws of Congress authorize it to be imported, —

rovingly from the Ft‘dl‘l‘!l-l

here used, are within the competency of the States, |
since a portion of their powe

to the federal government.

gun-mnu-ut,

—Henry or, J.J. 1 ™ W . : B =
&f::?:uﬂi?;:?:u;idgt%?m? ;Pfr;;:-s.Jnr{d }!C &,‘?Hmi:l“ sincerity, and it should be well sustained by proof to re-
ML Bovreser, Mobile, Ala., is an authorized a;zoﬁl for | lieve its ?rfjpugntur from hn.vmg mfwwu-*fy_ ar ‘g'fm'
the *So. Standard.”  He i= fully anthorized w0 receive money | rantly originating a story without the least foundation

may, and no doubt will, deny. But to put the questicn | Congress can pass laws forcing the people to vote or
in form an article entire from the Constitution is here | forfeit & penalty—this would be an assumption of pow-
| er unrecognized in this country, and the legislature of

| inseTted. *
the State has no authority to appoint the electors be-

State, not surrendered to the g:-nt-ral s
all of which can be most ad\':unugcuuz-l_\' CXCrelse

by the states themselves.
antine laws, health laws of

These State laws act altogether upon the retal or

Inspection laws, quar- ' domestie traffic within theéir respective borders.—
every description, as They act upon the article after it has passed the

and reeript for subseriptions, mad to contract for advertising.
Columbus, Mi., March 1st, 1851,
7 The Secretaries of the various State Rights Associations
throughout the State are requested to forward the proceedings
of their Associntions w the “So. Standand” for publicanion. 1t

15 intended tw make the Standard a record of the progress of )

the Southern State Rights party in Mississippi.

lication, and shall continue from week 10 week, to present the
opinions and views of all the distinguished advocates of the
doctrines of States Rights, muking when completed, & perfect
Vade Mecum on that subject.

2 Will our friends of the Press esll the attention of their |

renders 1o this, and oblige us,

7 2= We learn that cotton is again ad\'_ancing.

(7~ There isa great deal of facetiousness lost in this
world for the want of ehroniclers. In our neighboring
city, Aberdeen, there isa vast amount of pleasant hu-
mor, and it occasionally breaks through all restraints
and comes before the public with a broad grin. *“Un-
jon™ and “Many Voters,” writers for the Independent,
possess each a rich vein of rare humor.

(<7~The Hon. F.M. Rogers has exchanged circuits
with Judge Watts, for the spring session of the circuit
court. Judge W. is spoken of as anable and dignified
officer, and his social qualities make for him “troops of
friends™ wherever he goes.

\whatever. So far from this being the truth, we refus-
|ed to purchase any article that it was possible to have
| manufactured here. We could have saved money by
| adopting the course suggested by malice or ignorance,
| but as we did not adopt that course, we have deprived
{ malice of its poisoned tooth, and our foes of a sweet
cud of comfort. The doctrine we preach we practice ;
it is preached not for effect, but because we do practice
and believe it. We will further observe that every ar-
ticle that it was possible to huve mede here by our own

|
AxrticLe Tex—The powers not delegated to the 17, |

well as laws for regulating the interngl commerce  line of foreign commerce, and become a part of

States by the constitution, nor prohibited by it o the| . .se the constitution gives the appointment to the
| STATES, ARE RESERVED T0 THE STATES RESPECTIVELY, people. The general government would scarcely at-
SRS S e | tempt coercion by the power of the sword and bayonet,
Abigge it is orotendad Shut the: goseral g‘ut'ornmom and as to manifesting the power of the general gov-
ss formed by die several States 18 Dot QRIS oramient through the courts of justice, that is ridiculous
that it is restricted to a certain sphere, and, that when and simple.
it departs from this sphere, its acts are not bim.ling.-—-l The people may vote if they will, butif they decline
It is also stated that its powers are definite and its pur- it ocours to us it is their right. We ask the fierce
poses “special.” This denies to it the right to launch denouncers of those who contend for the right of se-

out upon the field of unlimited legislation, because its

I ica o v » ) - - . -
nechanics, has been given to them at a cost proba powers are defined and special. The article above ful-

bly, of one fourth more than they could have been pur- |

lchued at the North. We had the money to pay for
everything necessary for the office when at the North,
| and hence could have supplied curselves with every ne-
!cessary, and we now have money to pay the mechan-
ics who have labored for us.

In this connection we muake another remark. It is
said the Standard has been established for the purpose
of elevating certain men in and about this town. This
is basely false, destitute of the least color of truth, and

The men whose names appear at its editorial head are
the owners and conductors of it, and while their inter-

those who propogate such stuff are unmitigated liars. |

Itis unnecessary to commend judge Rogers to the | est as well as their duty will prompt them to sustain
kind attention of our friends in the east, for having made | the doctrines they advocate, it can never be made the
a similar visit to that section a few years since, he im- | subservient tool of demagogues.
pressed upon the memory of the people there by his de-|  There may be some who admire the soft and polish-
meanor and suavity of manner so many pleasing recol- | ed denial that means anything ornothing. We meet
lections, that he will meet with a cordial welcome. | falsehood and slander as falsehood and slander should

s | be met—face to face. We have but one language to

27 We are requested to announce that a meet- | ™ ™ s e W
! s - . | use : > use it. e s
ing of the citizens of this county, who are alike op- | " " enouncing them. sl e bha.n ot
2 _ - ) . | beg the merchants of this town either to subscribe or
posed to the ultraisms of those who advocate im-| o= - = . > Sl P
il . 3 of Ehose ke Tovid thio Tscio advertise with us. W e can live without their aid.—
DSEALALE SOUCIRION, SRE.-OF SB0SC WAL ) | The mechanics can support us or letit alone. We are
- g - L. 7 S >
so much that fh‘-.‘ s “'lf'“\’_:' to "eompromise, = | mechanics and could appeal to that as a reason to sus-
and sell the rights of their bu}ur, !llli:l th.t'- whole | tain us. They must stady their own interests. Upon
South, for the privilege of serving their Northern ‘the planting interest we have a claim and we are more
**allies"” without compensation, will be held at the | than gratified in being able to say that it will be duly
{f”ur[ l!“u.;(‘ on MU!\'DJ\T THE 17Tl OF ;\f_\!{(_’" n(_‘xt’ ‘Mknowledged. Thf‘ exertion Df our friElldH in !h(‘

—the first dav of Court. | country is meeting with its reward. Let them keep
It is believed by the'friends of the rights of the | the ball in motion.

South, that the State by prudent, peaceable and |

The Right of the States--Secessioll.

s SR op s i
constitntional legislation, has it in her power to ren- -|
der herself independent of the North by the encou- |

ragement of labor and manufactures at home—by

In the first number of the Standard we inserted a
| portion of the Resolutions of 1798-9, and indicated as
clearly as we were capable, that the resolutions em-

a judicious tax operating upon the produce and |hraced and declared in plain and simple language the

manufactures of those States which have participa- | doctrine it would inculcate. As it is becoming some-
ted in robbing us of the vast empire which we as- :what fashionable in certain quarters to give to the po-
sisted in acquiring, and by establishing a direet sition of others a “constructive” meaning, it is deemed
trade with our Southern citiecs—Charleston, Savan- l_”af'-’ to putthe position of this Press, in regard to the
nah, Mobile, New Orleans and Galveston—instead Ilright of the States, beyond the caviling propensity of

- . :“i ‘e S 9y = - -
of supporting the negro thieves and harborers of ord “construing™ pedants. In contending for a prin-

the North, who are fattening upon our substance
and living upon our toil and labor, while they are
insulting our citizens and degrading ourinstitutions

und destroying our constitutional rights and equal- |

ity, in the union of these States.
Those who disappruve of the Wilmot prnvisu and
the ““compromise” proviso, or *‘final adjustment

|ciple it should be kept in mind that the pedant seeks to
| conceal the end of the labor, by throwing over the ef-
| fort a cloud of useless verbage and hair-splitting distine-
| tions about immaterialities. It is laid down in the re-
solutions referred to, “that the several States compos-
| ing the United States of America, arenot united on the
principle of unlimited submission to their General Gov-

(ernment” ; and “that they constitute a general govern-

| ly sustains this position. That articie says further:
| The powers not delegated to the general government,
| nor prohibited by it to the States, ure reserved to the
States, or to the People. The conclusion is inevitable |
then, that certain powers or rights are reserved by the
| States and by the People. The usual construction as |
| applicable to the constitution is, if we are right, that in
| all cases its powers are to be measured by those dele-
gated, and that Congress to carry into operation any
of the delegated powers may select such means as are |
“necessary and proper,” &c. If this is correct, it fol-
lows that the States or the People are at liberty to ex-|
ercise all and every right not denied to them by the consti-
Is the right of secession denied, and if so, in
The 9th article of the consti-

tution.
I what form, and where !
tution reads thus :
“The enumeration in the constitution, of certain
rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage oth-
ers retained by the People.”
The Declaration of Independence declares that :
“We hold these truths to be self-evident—that all

creator with certain unalienable rights ; that among
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.—
That to secure these rights, governments are instituted

the governed ; that whenever any form of government
| becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the
People to Alter or Abolish it."

Contemplate for a moment the denial of this right,
and what a picture is presented to the mind. To deny
the right of secession to a State, is to establish the con-
trary doctrine of “unlimited submission™ to the gener-
al will of a majority of the people of the several States,
and it is also a denial of State sovereignty, for submis-
sion and sovereignty are not convertible terms. Mr.
Hamilton asserted in opposition to the objections raised

| against the constitution that

“ An entire consolidation of the States into one
complete national sovereignty, would imply an entire
subordination of the parts ; and whatever powers
| might remain in them, would be altogether depmdf'nt on
| the General Wall.”

He further says that the convention aimed at only a
partial union or consolidatiou, and that “the State gov-
ernments would clearly retain all the rights of sover-
eignty which they before had, and which were not, by
| that aect, exclusively delegated to the United States.”

| As there is none [atuous enough to deny that the
| States were sovereign before the formation of the pres-
| ent contistution, it follows if Mr. Hamilfon is right,
| that they are so still in every particular save those only
Iexclusivcly delegated away. Have they delegated a-

. . | - 1 v 1= s 0% '
robbery, (measures precisely equal to the same |ment for special purposes,” and that they “delegated to | W8y the right to alter or abolish the present form of
thing, and to one another,) and who agree with |that government certain definite powers,” and that they | government !
views here expressed, are eamestly and cordially | “reserved, each State to itself the residuary mass of , What is the meaning of the 9th and 10th articles of

invited to meet at Columbus, on the first Monday
of Court, so to organize that they may be enabled
to express their voice in the important State Con-
vention called by our legislature, to meet on the
first Monday in November next,

Preparatory to the general meeting, it is propos-
ed to hold meetings in the different portions of the
county, for consultation and arrangement, among
the friends of the South, that time may be given
for reflection and for sober and disereet aetion.

Several gentlemen will address the people at the
times and places hereafter named, on the subject
embraced in this call :

Columbus, on Monday the 10th March.
Barton, “ Tuesday s« Jth
Caledonia, ** Wednesday *¢ 12th <
Snell’s Shop *¢ Thursday ¢ 13th «
Crawfordville ** Saturday ** 15th «

e b e

“Beware of wolves is sheeps clothing” is a scriptur-
al exhortation far more ancient than the “old saw™ and
marks a third class who in their shifting disguises, can
neither boast the consideration of the “wise man,” or
plead the apology of “the fool.”"—Republican. :

07 Just so, neighbor. As you insist that you are
not of the “third class,” and as the “public generally

‘well know™ you have failed to earn the “‘consideration

of the ‘wise man,’ you are at liberty to make the apolo-
gy of “the fool.” As we are not inclined to imitate
either the “distinguished namesake” or the editor of
the Republican, by erratic crusading, we shall subserve
our own as well as the interests of the public, by get-
ing the Republican to defend its position.

“The Republican as its readers, and the public
erally well know, has never abated the mhi" of & %]e‘:;;
of its yiews on the subject of “protection” in the terri-
tories, having advocated the duty of Congress in this
pariicular, at the very time when the editor of the
Stendard had his “wisdom” so far eclipsed by the shad-
ow of non-intervention, as to confound the power to

protect with the right to destroy.”

We understand here that the Republican has not a-
bated the tithe of a hair of its views on the subject of
“protection” in the territories, and yet it is found act-
ing and defending the party North and South, that not
only denies the power of Congress, but refusesto act if
Congress possessed the power, because action would
unhing the late Congressional acts that excludes the
slaveholder and his property from entering the territo-
ries. 'The “public generally” may know that the Re.
jpublican has not changed its views, but if sincere, it is
very like the “wolf'in sheeps clothing,” because it pre-
seats the docile exterior of the genuine “sheep” and yet
possesses the voracious appetite of the genuine “wolf”
for the crumba cast to it *By Authority” from the fed-
eral crib,  If this is not “storming a crib” with a ven-
geance, theqn is all history a fable. How Jike the lamb
this Republican is ! it licks the hand that smites it.—

The administration notoriously opposed to either the
“extension of or protection to slavery in the territories,”
ie }auded and defended by the Republican, and if it is

right to their own self-government,” and that whenev-

(er the “general government assumes undelegated powerss
| its acts are unauthoritative, void and ofno force.” In
| our opinion, language cannot be plainer, and it is as-
tonishing how men can find in it room for “construc-
tive” meanings that impairs its force. The position
then, that the States are not united on the principle of
submission to the general government, supposes the ex-
istence of an arbiter somewhere. For if there has
been an aggression of the general government on the
States, there surely must be an arbiter, or else the gen-
eral government is made the exclusive and final jndge
of the powers delegated to it, and is in fact guided by
“jts diseretion, and not the constitution,” as to the
“measure [or,in plainer terms, extent] of its powers.”
Suppose that the contrary doctrine was true, & that the
States were united on the principle of unlimited sub-
mission, there would have existed no necessity for a
defence of what is termed the reserved rights of the
States—a right defended by all classes of men—rfor the
reason that the doctrine of unlimited submission ren-
ders such defence useless, because it admits at once
that the general government is the judge of its power.
Now this is the doctrine held by the Natchez Courier,
and the Aberdeen Independent ; the one advocates it on
principle and the other on ignorance of the spirit of a
republican form of government.

It is said that the States constituted a geéneral gov-
ernment for special purposes, and that they delegated
to that government certain definite powers. The spe-
cial purposes of the establishment is found in the pow-
ers dolegated, and to suppose that one among the special
purposes of establishing this general government was
to delegate to it power to destroy, degrade or enslave
the States or any one ofthem, is simply ridiculous.—
And yet those who assert that the States have not the
right to secede, deny that the general government was
formed for special purposes and its powers delegated,—
for the denial makes the general government—the crea-
ture of the States—the sovereign of the States, holding
in its hand the rod to chastise any who dare question
its authority. The general government is a mere a-
gent for the States, its powers being definite and defin-
ed, and whenever it aggresses or encroaches on one or
more of the Staies, they have a manifest right to with-
draw and exercise for themselves the powers previous-
ly exercised for them by their agent, the general gov-
ernment.

The people of the States have never constituted the
general government the judge of its own acts—that is,
the people of the States have retained in their own
hands a certain mass of rights, and it is for them to say
in what manner they will exercise these rights.” A-
mong these rights is that of judging of infractions of
the constitution, and the mode and means of redress is
also a right they have reserved to themselves. As
there is no comson judge or arbiter appointed by them
to meet and arrest encroachments, it is clear that they
huve not delegated it, and it is equally clear that they

| the constitution quoted above ! There must be rights

'and powers reserved by the States and the People,and |

it is clear that the States, one or many, may withdraw
from the Union whenever the union proves destructive
of those objects it was formed to perpetuate.

State were to withdraw from the Union, is there pow-
er lodged anywhere within the legitimate action of the
General Government to force the State back into the
Union again ! Ifsuch power is delegated, where is it,
and in what article or clause in the constitution does it
find shelter ? It may be of such a character as that
indicated by Mr. Clay in regard to the power to estab-
lish a National Bank—if it is a “vagrant power,” let it
be so denominated, and it will fall among the vagrant
provisions of that celebrated and universal maxim—the
general welfare—which means all things or nothing.
If the general government possesses the power of co-
ercion, then are the States wholly dependent on the
“General Will," a doctrine repugnant to the views of
even Alexander Hamilton. If coercion is the rule,
then the General Government, the creature of the
States, their agent for special purposes, becomes the
judge of its own acts, and the constitution is of no more
weight and value than the paper upon which it is writ-
ten. This power of coercion if it exists at all, exists to
an unlimited extent. If it exists at all it is unlimited,
because its power is nowhere specified, and like the
vagrant, it may seek shelter anywhere. Admit the ex-
istence of this power, and the rights of the States are as
nothing, for the assertion of any right may be crushed
at any moment by the supreme power of coercion pro-
claimed as the “Higher Law” doctrine. By the way it
is suspected that this is the true “Higher Law” alluded
to by senator Seward, when he said the Union was val-
uable only for the power that might be exerted under it
to suppress the extension of the area of slavery. It is
sureto be a “higher law” than that written upon the
hearts of any save the slavish from principle and the
despot in feeling. It is a law higher or lower than the
constitution, for it is not embraced either in the letter
or spirit of that instrument.

But it is said that secession is revolution. This is
simply destitute of one good argument to sustain those
who assert it. Secession is simply non-action. A
State withdraws from the Union peacefully—it raises
no bayonet, marshals no troops. Its citizens refuse to
acknowledge any laws save those enacted by their own
authority. What power is supreme in the State—is it
the State or federal power ! The States within their
own limits are independent sovereignties, and State
allegiance is the second duty man owes—the first to his
God, the second to his fireside, around which cluster
and entwine all the holy recollections of childhood and
the aspirations of manhood. But it is asserted that se-
cession isrevolution. The State withdraws from the
Union peacefully. Is this revolution? The State on-
ly refuses to acknowledge a connection that has become
oppressive, and ceases to obey a power that no longer

| the rights the submissionists will scarcely deny that

men are created equal, that they are endowed by their |

among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of

| cession, if there is any thing unconstitutional in any
| man’s declining to vote, orif there is any way in which
men who decline exercising that right, may be punish-
ed! We will remark that the constitution fails to
supply the means to meet such a case as the one sup-
posed.

It is believed that the right of voting or not, is one of

the people yet retain—it has not been bartered away

]

by “compromises’ or “adjustments.’

_ btate lndcprﬁd;ﬁce.

of a ;
ferries, &e., are component parts of this mass.

These prmeiples are asserted by Justice Baldwi
in a very able and elaborate opinion delivered by

ters, R. 510,
cavil, the recognition by the Federal government

lic acts.

State, and those which respect turnpike roads, | the general mass of property in the State.  Thewe

laws may, indeed, discourage imports, a.d dimin-

n |ish the price which ardent spirits would otherwice

But althourh a State is bound to rece|vi

bring.
and to permit the sale by the importer of any aru-

" . ' x 2o ¥ g .
him in the ease of Groves vs. Slaughter, 15th Pe-| gl of merchandise which Congress authorizes to
In which he also establishes beyond | be imported, it is not bound to furnish a market
for it, nor to abstain from the passage of any luw
| :

: . N " W
of property in slaves, by its treaties, laws and pub-

‘hich it may deem necessary or advisable 1,
guard the health or morals of its eitizens, altho

| such law may discourage importation, or diminish

the profits of the importer, or lessen the revenue
of the general government. And if any State
deems the retail and internal traffie in ardent
spirits injurious to its citizens, and calculated 1o |5r '
produce idleness, viee, or debauchery, 1 sce noth.
ing in the constitution of the United States to pre-
within their respective territories, by prohibiting | vent it from _rt-_g_ulat_in;_{ and restraining the traffie,
‘or from prohibiting it altogether, if it thinks proper
Of the wisdom of this policy, it is not my provinee
: ; . or my purpose to speak. Upon that subject, each
The cases were very thoroughly investizgated and | Siate must decide for itself. | speak only of the

We come now to a very late and interesting set of
cases, decided in 1847, (5 How'd. U. 8. R. p. 504)
known as the * License cases.” Stimulated no
doubt by the temperanee reform, some of the States
passed laws to discourage the use of ardent spirits

their sale in small quantities and without license
previously obtained from the State authorities.— |

Neither the power * to lay and collect tar as duties and
imposts,” nor the power “ lo requlate commerce with
foreign nations, and amonyg the several States, and with

| the Indian tribes,” granted to Congress, inlerferes with

| or restrains the reserved sovereignty of the Stales over
the same sulbjects, as maliers of internal police, or do-

! mestic policy.

The cases refered to in our last paper, (for the

| purpose of proving by Judicial authority, that the
power of State taxation, when applied to goods,
&e., introduced into one State from other States
or countries, is not taken from the States by the

| Federal Constitution, ) related to that clause in the |
]

| Constitution regulating duties on imports.

It had been argued that the States could not
tux foreign goods, &e.—that such a tax would be
| a violation of that clause in the Constitution grant-
ing the power to Congress “to lay and collect

[
** and to that

|taxes, duties, imposts and excises,
power prohibiting the States from the exercise of
|the same power. We have shown that the argu-
ment was answered in the debates relating to the
{ adoption of this clause of the Constitution, by the
cotemporaneous writings of eminent politicians and
jurists who aided in its formation, and by repeat-
ed judicial decisions. We resume the subject to-
day, citing decisions bearing more particularly on
the power ** to regulate commerce,”” and showing
that his grant in the Constitution does not ecither
(expressly or by implication, interfere with the
rights of the States, within their own limits, and
for domestie and internal purposes.

It is a fact well worthy of note, that the com-
merce power contained in our Federal Constitu-
tion excited less jca]uusy on the part of those ad-
vocating the rights of the States in the Federal
and States Conventions, than’any clause connected

with that subject in the whole Constitution. It
gave rise to no discussion—no division. It was

not conceived by the honest, open-hearted, patri-
ots, (who were stmggling, not as partisans for per-
sonal and political elevation, but for the public
good, ) that a clause so simple and easy of compre-
hension, could be construed into one of such over-

shadowing importance. Hence it was passed, sud

| ; _ _ silentio. But now it is a never failing subterfuge
There is another point we must present. Supposea 4

for assumed powers, when every other fails.—
Whether corporations, tariffs, internal improve-
ments, anti-slavery regulations, or sectional bene-
fits for the North are wanted, they are indiscrimi-
nately claimed from the power “ to regulate com:
' mereg, "'—while the reserved rights of the States,
| and the South more especally, are yearly eneroach-
ed on, and swallowed in this political whirlpool.

These facts are fully illustrated by the attempted
infringment on the powers of the States, recited
in the cases which follow. In 11th Peters, S. ct.
R. p. 102, is the following case :

" In February, 1824, the State of New York pas-
(sed *“an act concerning passengers in vessels, ar-
riving in the port of New York.” The act re-
quired masters of vessels in twenty four hours to
make report of all passengers to the Mayor, de.
And in the second seetion authorized the Mayor to
require of such master bond and security in & sum
not greater than %300 for each passenger, to in-
demnify the city from all expenses for maintenance
of these passengers, &c. Under this act the cor-
poration of New York instituted an action against
the master of the ship Emily, for the recovery of
the penalty imposed by the act, for its violation.—
The case was certified upon a division of the Cir-
cuit Judges in opinion, to the Supreme Court, on
the point that the act of New York assumed to
regulate trade and commerce between the port of
New York and foreign ports ; and was therefore un-
constitutional. The Supreme Court certified back
that the act was constitutional and valied—that it
was not a regulation of commerce, but of police.
The Court declares in its opinion, that ““a State
has the same undeniable and unlimited jurisdie-
tion over all persons and things within its Territo-
ri.al _limit:s, as any foreign nation, when that Jjuris-
diction is not surrendered or restrained by the
Constitution of the United States. **

‘It is not only the right, but the bounden and
solen-m duty of a State, to advance the safety,
happ_meas, and prosperity of its people, and to
provide for its general welfare by
aet of legislation which it may deem to be condu-
cive to these ends,
ticular subject, or the manner of its exercise, are
not surrendered or restrained, by the Constitution
of the United States.”

arguc'd—all the previous cases cited and reviewed | restrictions which the constitution and laws of the
'by both the Court and Counsel, and the power of United States have imposed upon the States—

And as these laws of Massachusetts and Rhode

any and every | the

when the power over the par- |.

| the States thus to tax imported spirits fully sus-
tained.

We will furnish a few extracts from the opinions law of Ce

| of the Judges delivered on the oceasion, exhibit-

ing the grounds of their judgment.

Chief Justice Taney, (who has distinguished
'himself in several of his opinions for his fearless

advocacy and able defence of the rights of the

States, ) after citing the elause of the Constitution
dt—L’iﬂl‘illg ““ that the constitutions and laws of the
| U. States, which shall be passed in pursuance
\thereof,” and all treaties &e., “shall be the su-
| preme laws of the Jand, 7 and refering to the pow-
er to regulate commerce with foreign nations and
amonyg the States, asexclusive in Congress when
' the

thereto, proceeds as follows :

State and national laws confliet, in relation

“ 1t is equally clear, that the power of Con-
OTEss OVer this :»llbjt.'l‘! does not extend further than
|the regalation of commerce with foreign nations
and among llli‘ several States and l]i-ill bL')'qu
these ]ir__uil_.-e the States have never surrendered
their power over trade and commerce, and Thay
still exercise it, free from any controlling !IH“'!‘I’H‘]I
the part of the general government.  Every State,
therefore, may regulate its own internal traffic, ac-
cording to its own judyment and upon its own
views of the interest and well-being of its citizens,

““] am not aware that these prinvip]v.-' have ever
been questioned. The difficulty has always arisen
on their application ; and that difficulty is now
prcs»_-nlvd in the Rhode Island and Massachusetts
cases, where the question is how far a State mav
regulate or prohibit the sale of ardent spirits, the
importation of which from forcign countries has
been authorized by Congress. Is such a law a
regulation of foreign commerce, or of the internal
traffic of the State ?

It is unquestionably no easy task to mark by
a certain and definite line the division between for-
eign and domestie commerce, and to fix the pre-
cise point, in relation to every imported article,
where the paramount power of Congress terminates
and that of the State begins. The constitution
itself does not attempt to define these limits.—
They cannot be determined by the laws of Con-

islation enlarge its own powers, or restriet those
of the other. And as the constitution itself does
not draw the line, the question is necessarily one
for judicial decision, and depending altogether
upon the words of the constitution. B

““This question came directly before the court for
the first time in the case of Brown vrs. The State
of Maryland, 12 Wheat. 419. And the court
there held that an article authorized by a law of
Congress to be imported continued to be part of
the foreign commerce of the country while it re-
mained in the hands of the importer for sale, in
the original bale, package, or vessel in which it
was imported.; that the authority given to import
necessarily earried with it the right to_sell the im-
ported article in the form and shape in whieh it
was imported, and that no State, either by direct
assessment or by requiring a license from the im-
porter before he was permitted to sell, could im-
pose any burden upon him or the property impor-
ted beyond what, the law of Congress had itself
imposed ; but that when the original package was
broken up for use or for retail by the im rter, and
also when the commodity had passed from his
hands into the hands of a purchaser, it ceased to
be an Import, or a part of foreign ¢ommerce, and
bo:come subject to the laws of the State, and
might be taxed for State purposes, and the sale
feg:u]awd by the State, like any other property.—
This I understand to be substantially the decision
in the_-. case of Brown »vs. The State of Maryland
drawing the line between foreign commerce, which
is subjeet to the regulation of Congress, and inter-
nal or domestic commerce, which belongs to the
States, and over which Congress can exercise no
control. ”

__““ Undoubtedly a State may impose a tax u
Is citizens in proportion to the amount they are
respectively worth ; and the importing merchant
is Liable to this assessment like any other citizen
and is chargeable according to the amount of his
pmé)erty, whptl:er it consists of money engaged in

trade, or of imported goods which he nr poses
or any other . i o g
Buty erty of ‘Wwhich he is the ow-
a tax of this &esenpuon stands upon a

very different footi b
ported, while it mng ns : tax on the thing im-
merce,

of property in the State. Nor. ; i

influence materially the price. b
€ consumer, since foreigners, as well as eig

zens of other States. who are not chargeable with

tax, i .
offer them l{;mpoﬂigmd’ into the same ﬁndee:‘n‘g

sell,

* All those powers which relate to merely muni-

gress or the States, as neither ean by its own leg- |

and is not introduced mtotl.gte e, o S

[sland are not repugnant to the constitution of the
United States, and do not eome in eonfliet with any
mgress passed in pursuance of its au-
thority to regulate commeree with fureien nations
and among the several States, there is no ground
upon which this court ean declare them to be
\‘nit]. " L

** First, to Gibbons ve. Osden, beeause this is
the case u,‘-u:1ll_\' referred to and relied on to prove
the exelusive power of Congress and the prohibi-
tion to the States. It is true that one or two pas
sages in that opinion, taken by themselves, and
detached from the context, would scem to eoun-
tensnce this doctrine.  And, indeed, it has alwavs
appeared to me that this controversy has mainly

arisen out of that case, and that this doetrine of

the exclusive power of Congress, in the sense in
which it is now contended for, is comparatively a
modern one, and was never seriously put forward
in any case until after the decision of Gibbons ve.
Ogden, although it has been abundantly discussed
since.  Still, it secms to me to be elear, upon
careful examination of that case, that the EXpres

sions referred to do not warrant the inference drawn *

from them, and were not used in the sense mputed
to them ; end that the opinion in that ease, when
taken altogether and with reference to the subjc-
matter before the court, establishes the doctrine
that a State may, in the exceution of its powers
of internzl police, make regulations of forcign
commerce ; and that such regulations are valid.
unless they come into collision with a law of Con-
Upon examining that opinion, it will be
seen that the court, when it uses the EXpressions
which are supposed to countenance the doetrine of
exclusive power in Congress, is commenting upon
the argument of counsel in favor of equal powers
on this subject in the States and the wveneral wov-
ernment, where neither party is bound to yvield to
the other; and is drawing the distinetion between
cases of concurrent powers and those in which the
supreme or paramount power was gmnu—d to Con-
gress. It therefore very Justly speaks of the
States as exercising their own powers in laving
taxes for State purposes, although the same thins
is taxed by Congress; and as exercising the I...“-“;
ers granted to Congress when they make recula-
tions of commerce. In the first case, the State
power is concurrent with that of the generil gov-
ernment—is equal to it, and is not bound to vield.
In the second, it is subordinate and subjeet to the

superior and controlling power conferred upon
Congress.
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Judge McLean, in delivering his opinion in the
same case, Says:

“The tenth amendment of the constitution declares
that the powers not delegated to the United States
by the constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States
are reserved to the States respectively, or to the pm.p-r
ple. ™ ]

Before the adoption of the constitution, the States
possessed, respectively, all the attributes of sovereign-
ty. In their organic laws they had distributed their
powers of government according to their own views.
subject to such modifications as the people of each
State might sanction. The agencies established by
the articles of confederation were not entitled to the
dignified appellation of government,

_“The federal government is supreme in the exer-
cise of powers dcle(irnled to it, but rx-yond this its acts
are unconstitutional and void. So the acts of the
i&::]es are void when they do that which is inhibited
o them, or exercise a power which the -
sively delegated to the fzd?enl govemmen{. e
. “The power to tax is common to the federal and
tbat.::t: g&\rmmems, and it may be exercised by each in
e same pro g i « i

o rgnadiction. * property but this produces no conflict
“The States, resting upon their original basis of
mvf:rm?t.y, subject only to the exceptiog:':n stated, ex-
ercise their powers over everything connected with
their social and internal condition. A State regulates
its domestic commerce, contracts, the transmission of
estates, real and personal, and acts upon all internal
matters which relate to its moral and political welfare.
Ove:r these subjects the federal government has no
g::lft:.i\'eﬁhg p:rI:vers ‘: l:o"he T
: exc i

g B en::wely delegated appertauin

“The police power of a State and i

mercial power of Congress must M!.he fmh;: “—‘-
Neither of them can be so0 exercised as materially to
effect the other. The sources and objects of these
powers are exclusive, distinct, and independent, and
are essential to both governments. The one operates
upon our foreign intercourse, the other upon the inter-
nal concerns of a State. The former ceases when the

utecmnm,wm..mu
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But it may tax such propert. oo, 8
ilar artic
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